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In marketing theory and practice the concept of relational exchanges has the design, development, and implementation of relationship
marketingstrategies withexternal parties,effective cross-func- gained wide popularity particularly with regards to external exchange
tional interfaces form an essential element (Gro ¨nroos, 1995). parties, such as consumers and marketing channel intermediaries. How-
As the use of multi-disciplinary teams is becoming a wide- ever, the concept of relational exchange could also be applied to marketing
spread phenomenon and firms are adopting leaner and flatter interfaces (i.e., marketing’s cross-functional relationships). Particularly,
structures in order to reduce time to market and increase the marketing–finance interface is vital to corporate success as strong
their flexibility, the integration of functional specializations is interdependencies between the two departments exist. In this article, we
becoming crucial (Hutt, 1995). focus on five key determinants of a mutual relationship attitude between
With the notable exception of the marketing–R&D inter- both functions. The results of an empirical study reveal that particularly
face in the new product development literature, there is little resource dependence, procedural fairness and interfunctional rivalry exert
conceptual or empirical work that explicitly addresses the an influence on the relational attitude of marketing and finance managers.
phenomenon of lateral cross-functional relationships. Not In addition, while resource dependence is viewed as a basis for a relational
much is known about the relationship between marketing attitude by both types of functional managers, from a marketing perspec-
and finance departments. Yet, this interface seems particularly tive procedural fairness is perceived as an additional determinant of their
relevant as it is viewed as instrumental to the firm’s efficiency relationship with finance. In contrast, according to finance managers, the
and profitability. Strong interdependencies between market- negative influence of interfunctional rivalry is viewed as a element in
ing and finance exist. For instance, the marketing–finance determining of a relational attitude toward marketing. J BUSN RES 2000.
interface has a direct impact on such issues as: product-invest- 50.209–215. Ó 2000 Elsevier Science Inc. All rights reserved.
ment decisions, brand valuation, and working capital. Several
authors have pointed to the fact that there is the information
movement between the two departments is high (Trigeorgis,
1993). Moreover, as maximization of customer and share- I
n the past decade, the marketing function has moved from
holder value have been recognized as drivers of a firm’s long- a focus on discrete transactions to a focus on establishing
term viability and survival, it seems important to identify and maintaining relationships. Thus far, the concept of
success factors as well as barriers to an effective working relationships in marketing has been associated primarily with
relationship between marketing and finance departments. external exchange parties, such as consumers and marketing
Previous research has shown that especially real or per- channel intermediaries. Traditionally, the marketing function
ceived barriers associated with communications and depen- has been viewed as a boundary function between firm and
dence asymmetry frequently emerge as perceived threats to market. Lately, however, the concept of relational exchange
marketing–R&D relationships (Griffin and Hauser, 1995). has beenbroadened to intra-organizationalrelationships, such
Furthermore, it has been argued that the socio-psychological as marketing interfaces with other functions in the organiza-
needs of exchange partners involving concepts of trust, empa- tion (Hunt and Morgan, 1994). It has been argued that in
thy, and reciprocity are fundamental to cooperative activity
between departments and the reduction of parochial thinking
Address correspondence to Dr. Ko de Ruyter, Maastricht University, Faculty and miscommunication (Hutt, 1995). These are the factors
of Economics and Business Administration, Department of Marketing and that determine a relational attitude. In the context of cross- Market Research, P.O. Box 616, 6200 MD Maastricht, Netherlands. E-mail:
k.deruyter@mw.unimaas.nl functional relationships, we define relational attitude as the
Journal of Business Research 50, 209–215 (2000)
Ó 2000 Elsevier Science Inc. All rights reserved. ISSN 0148-2963/00/$–see front matter
655 Avenue of the Americas, New York, NY 10010 PII S0148-2963(99)00034-X210 J Busn Res K. de Ruyter and M. Wetzels
2000:50:209–215
orientation that motivates functional units in a relationship han (1994) have shown, situation-specific, nonfinancial vari-
ables (e.g., social responsibility issues)may be more important to derive complex, personal, noneconomic satisfactions and
engage in social exchange based on implicit and explicit as- than NPV recommendations.
Finally, as working capital is considered an important mea- sumptions of trust, bonding, reciprocity, and empathy.
Thecentralobjectiveofthisarticleistobroadenanddeepen sure for the company’s liquidity, financial managers com-
monly focus on optimization of working capital in order to our understanding of antecedents to a mutual relational atti-
tude between marketing and finance departments. It is struc- improve the performance ratios based on this type of capital.
A consequence of this would be that inventory are kept as tured as follows. First, we briefly review the literature on
marketing interfaces and focus on factors that influence the low as possible, as large inventories consume working capital
andleadtoanincreaseinopportunitycosts.Marketingmanag- marketing–finance relationship. Next, we develop hypotheses
with respect to determinants of a mutual relationship attitude ers, on the other hand, are likely to require higher inventory
levels in order to meet customer demands for availability between both functions. We report the results of a study that
empirically examines the marketing–finance interface from a choice opportunity.
This by no means exhaustive list of potential conflict areas relational exchange perspective.
illustrates that frequently marketing and finance departments
focus on different facets of the problem, coming up with Barriers to the different solutions. It also illustrates the need to solve the
apparent conflicts of interests pertaining to the marketing– Marketing–Finance Interface
finance interface.
Dougherty (1992, p. 179) states that functional units within
organizationcanbecharacterizedas“differentthoughtworlds”
providing divergent solutions to the same problem which Overcoming Barriers: A
frequently results in defensive behavior. Interpretive differ- Relational Exchange Perspective
encesoftenform therootcausefordependence andcommuni-
cation barriers in the marketing–finance interface. We briefly Research in organizational behavior has revealed that interde-
partmental cooperation and goal congruence depends first introduce a number of specific issues that have been reported
toconstrainaneffectiveworkingrelationshipbetweenmarket- and foremost on the establishment of high-quality exchange
relationships (Konovsky and Pugh, 1994). The concept of a ing and finance. One important issue is that marketing and
financearefocusedondifferentstakeholders.Marketingisinflu- relational attitude has been used to explain why employees
exhibit loyalty to the organization and engage in behavior enced by the parties in the market, such as customers, suppliers
and competitors, whereas financial managers are more focused that is neither formally rewarded nor contractually governed.
Furthermore, it has been argued that a relational attitude on shareholders and institutions providing capital.
Secondly,thereistheissueofbrandvaluation.Brandnames contributes to the establishment of reciprocal relationships
between functions in organizations (Konovsky and Pugh, have value in, for instance, take-overs and frequently goodwill
is paid for brands. Incorporating brand valuations in the bal- 1994). In dealing with the concept of relational exchanges,
researchers are facing the challenge of conceptualizing and ancesheetattributessignificantstatustothemarketingdepart-
ment as they constitute a considerable factor in the balance operationalizingwhatisinessenceaheterogeneousandequiv-
ocal construct consisting of several building blocks (Wilson, of power/dependence within the firm. Moreover, brand values
increase the figure for capital employed which in turn reduces 1995).Takingupthischallenge,Callaghanetal.(1995)identi-
fied four dimensions that constitute a relational attitude be- the return on capital employed.
Capital budgeting forms a third potential problem area. tween exchange partners: trust, bonding, reciprocity, and em-
pathy. It has been demonstrated that these four elements are Marketing and finance have to reach an agreement on which
projects to invest and which projects to reject (Zinkhan and dimensions of a relational attitude in empirical studies. We
briefly discuss these four dimensions below. Zinkhan, 1994). Commonly, finance managers are more ori-
ented toward maximization of shareholder value, focusing on Various authors (e.g., Kumar et al., 1995) have argued and
demonstrated that trust is a central dimension in relational the net present value (NPV) of future cash flows. Furthermore,
they also frequently emphasize the importance of stable divi- exchanges. Most conceptualizations of trust in marketing rela-
tionships draw on Rotter’s (1967) classic view that trust is dend policies. All too often, marketing managers complain
that discounted cash flow approaches to investment decisions the expectation that the word of the other party can be relied
on. Callaghan et al. (1995, pp. 10–60) define trust as “the hinder marketing’s flexibility to adapt and revise projections
in order to react to unforeseen market conditions (Kulatilaka dimension of a business relationship that determines the level
to which each party feels they can rely on the integrity of the and Marcus, 1992). The implicit assumptions with regards to
cash flows may differ from the actual realization of cash flows promise offered by the other person.” Trust is an essential
building block of a relational attitude (Wilson, 1995). Trust in markets that are characterized by uncertainty and competi-
toractions(Trigeordis,1993).Moreover,asZinkhanandZink- develops when the counterpart is perceived to be sincere,211 Marketing–Finance Interface J Busn Res
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honest, confidential and tactful, is willing to reduce the first to have greater power within the corporation. With resources
party’s uncertainty, displays expertise and acts timely. In the as a basis for power and authority, deparments try to gain
context of interfunctional interfaces, Maltz and Kohli (1996) influence in company decision-making (Hutt, 1995). When
havefoundapositiverelationship betweentrustandperceived power levels of the marketing and finance departments are
quality of information. Moreover, it is reported that trust in balanced, cooperation is easier to achieve and communication
turn will improve communications in terms of amount and frequency and quality improves. Therefore, we hypothesize
degree of informality, increase mutual commitment and even- that:
tually more cooperation and less conflict will result (Allen
H1: There will be a positive relationship between mutual and Meyer, 1990).
resource dependence and relational attitude. A second dimension of a relational attitude is bonding.
Callaghan et al. (1995) view this as working together toward Communication has been identified as an important deter-
common goals. This component represents an affective orien- minant of interfunctional relationships (Ruekert and Walker,
tation toward and value congruence with the business partner 1987). Communication has also been identified as a barrier
which is, as Buchanan (1974, p. 533) describes, “apart from to organizational interfaces (Hutt, 1995). Functional units in
its purely instrumental worth.” Relationships in bonding plays organizations develop an idiosyncratic language of their own,
a role are likely to last longer than those based solely on the often as a token of their functional identity. Communication
material merits of the exchange. Bonding is based on a general difficulties refers to the problem of getting ideas across to the
positive feeling towards the exchange partner (Konovsky and other party. (Ruekert and Walker, 1987). This may also exert
Cropanzano, 1991). a negative influence on a relational attitude. As argued above,
Reciprocity is essential in a relationship as research has interpretive barriers may originate from different information
shown that exchange partners tend to end up in a relationship styles or a mismatch between communication frequency and
in which there is a more or less even distribution of outcomes information need (Maltz and Kohli, 1996). Therefore, we hy-
for both partners. The level of commitment a party devotes pothesize that:
to the relationship depends, among other things, on the per-
H2: There will be a negative relationship between commu- ceived level of commitment of the other party. Unilateral
nication difficulties and relational attitude. commitment is rare; mutual commitment promotes and im-
proves relationships. Communications will only be effective The perception of fairness is expected to enhance a rela-
and breed trust when they are bilateral. A relational attitude, tional attitude. Dwyer, Schurr, and Sejo (1987), for instance,
therefore, requiresreciprocity. Gupta, Rai, andWilemon (1986) regard perceived justice in interactions as necessary for devel-
use the term “give-and-take relationship.” They found that oping trust between partners. Anderson and Weitz (1989)
integration between functions is greater when there is a high observe that suppliers with a reputation for fairness engender
levelofgive-and-take.This includeschallengingandconfront- greater trust and expectation of continuity. Kumar, Scheer,
ing the other in a constructive manner with an interest in the and Steenkamp (1995) define procedural fairness as referring
otherparty’spointofview.Asaresultconflictsarenotbrushed to the “customer’s perception of the supplier’s procedures and
away, but are resolved together (Callaghan et al., 1995). processes in relation to its customers.” Procedural fairness has
Empathy reflects the ability of partners in relational ex- been shown to have a positive affect on relational attitude.
change to take each other’s perspective. It involves making Perceived injustice, on the other hand, will result in unfavor-
the effort to understand the internal customer’s needs. On the able affective reactions and conflict is likely to arise. This leads
basis of the foregoing discussion we define relational attitude to the following hypothesis:
as the orientation that motivates functional units in a relation-
H3: There will be a positive relationship between the per- ship to derive complex, personal, noneconomic satisfactions
ception of the procedural fairness and a relational and engage in social exchange based on implicit and explicit
attitude. assumptions of trust, bonding, reciprocity and empathy. Now
that we have elaborated on the concept of a relational attitude Interfunctionaldistance refersto thegeographic orphysical
will develop a number of hypotheses regarding its antecedents distance between departments (Maltz and Kohli, 1996). Func-
in the context of marketing interfaces in the next section. tional groups are sometimes located in different cities and
countries. Social exchange theory suggests that interfunctional
distance is likely to raise the costs of interfunctional intelli- Hypotheses gence dissemination and, hence, lower the motivation to dis-
seminate. Physical separation may lead to insularity and it Within the firm, the extent to which marketing exchanges
may reinforce the “not-invented-here” suspicion (Griffin and resources (including information) in performing its task deter-
Hauser, 1995). Interfunctional distance may have a detrimen- mines the nature and the strength of its relationships with
tal effect on the relational attitude as department have less other departments (Ruekert and Walker, 1987). Functional
departments that negotiate vital resource exchanges will come chance to learn and understand each other and to become212 J Busn Res K. de Ruyter and M. Wetzels
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familiar with each other’s information needs. Therefore, we all response rate of 35%; the response among marketing em-
ployees was 36% (96) and among finance employees 35% posit that:
(66). A small sample of respondents who were not willing
H4: There will be a negative relationship between inter-
to participate in the mail survey were asked to answer an
functional distance and relational attitude.
abbreviated telephone survey in order to obtain insight into
non-response bias. No significant differences between respon- Another determinant of the quality of relational exchanges
betweendepartmentsisinterfunctionalrivalry.Interfunctional dents and nonrespondents regarding characteristics and atti-
tudes were discovered. Furthermore, a time trend extrapola- rivalry refers to the extent to which members of two different
functions perceiveeach other ascompetitors (Maltzand Kohli, tion test was carried out. No significant difference between
early and late respondents were found. In addition to the 1996). Intuitively, when rivalry between marketing and fi-
nanceishigh,areceiverfromfinanceislikelytofeelvulnerable survey instrument, eight in-depth interviews were conducted
with marketing and finance managers of four companies (a about being misled by a marketing manager and will not trust
him or her. If rivalry is high, marketing and finance are likely chemical company, an office equipment manufacturer, a car
manufacturer and a manufacturer of fast moving consumer to be less motivated to use the information provided by the
other group. Therefore, we hypothesize that: goods). In the interviews, which lasted approximately two
hours, we were able discuss the concepts that were discerned
H5: There will be a negative relationship between inter-
in ourquestionnaire. The informationgathered fromthe inter-
functional rivalry and relational attitude.
views was used to facilitate our interpretation of the results
of our survey and to cross-validate our findings. Inthenextsectionwediscussanempiricaltestofourhypotheses.
Descriptive and Construct Analysis Empirical Study
The respondent sample consisted of 89% (144) male respon-
Questionnaire Design dents. The lines of business represented in our sample were
financial services (23%), food supplies (9.8%), retail/whole- Scales validated in previous research were used. The item
sale (12.3%), chemical/pharmaceutical (8.1%), metal (4.9%). statements (16 items) measuring the relational attitude were
The remaining 41.9% was dispersed over a large variety of adapted from Callaghan, McPhail, and Yau (1995). Trust was
business sectors. Most lines of business are proportionately measured in five items, reciprocity in five, bonding in three,
represented, according to the database categories from which and empathy in three items as well. Items pertaining to re-
our sample was taken. Finally, the most prevalent job titles source dependence (6 items), communication difficulties (7
among marketing respondents were marketing manager items) were adapted from Ruekert and Walker (1987). Proce-
(24%), product manager (14%), head of marketing depart- dural fairness was adapted from measures developed by Ku-
ment (10%), andbrand manager (7%). The mostprevalent job mar, Scheer, and Steenkamp (1995). Interfunctional rivalry,
titles among the finance respondents were financial manager which is measured in seven statements, and interfunctional
(36%), treasurer (18%), and credit manager (8%). distance (single item), are constructs developed by Maltz and
To validate the constructs in our study we used confirma- Kohli (1996). All items have been adapted for the setting of
tory factor analysis. We specified two models or subsets. The internal relationships between marketing and finance. Each
first model contained the antecedents of relational attitude, oftheitemspertainingtoaforementionedconstructswasaccom-
while the second model dealt with relational attitude itself. panied by a seven-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (com-
Forbothmodelsfitindicesweredeemedacceptable.Addition- pletely disagree) to 7 (completely agree). Items were translated
ally, the reliability of the constructs was evaluated using com- into Dutch via a procedure of double-back translation.
posite reliability. Our constructs exhibit a high degree of relia-
bility in terms of composite reliability, as all values exceeded Sampling and Surveying
the recommended cut-off value. (Information regarding the From the database from the Chambers of Commerce in the
measurement properties used can be obtained from the au- Netherlands, a random sample of mid-sized to large compa-
thors.) nies was selected. The selection contained 361 firms with
separate marketing and finance functions. These functions
Hypotheses Testing were first approached by telephone to ask their cooperation,
before a questionnaire was mailed. A total of 457 question- We conducted hierarchical regression analysis to examine the
effect of the antecedents on relational attitude both for the naires were distributed, accompanied by a personalized cover
letter describing the purpose of the study and a university- sample as a whole as well as for the marketing and finance
subgroups. In the first stage of the hierarchical analysis we addressedreturn envelop.Two hundredand sixty-sevenques-
tionnaires were addressed to marketing managers and 190 entered resource dependence, communication difficulties,
proceduralfairness,andinterfunctionalrivalryasindependent questionnaires were sent to finance managers. One hundred
and sixty-two questionnaires were returned, yielding an over- variables. In the second stage we entered interfunctional dis-213 Marketing–Finance Interface J Busn Res
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Table 1. Results of Hierarchical Regression Analysis on Relational Attitude
Unstandardized Regression Standardized Regression
Constructs Coefficient Coefficient
Resource dependence 0.16 0.22*
Cummunication difficulties 0.04 0.06
Procedural fairness 0.24 0.37*
Interfunctional rivalry 20.09 20.13*
Interfunctional distance Incremental F-Test 0.23 (p 5 0.79)
DR2 0.002
Adj. R2 5 0.25.
F-Test 5 10.10 (p , 0.001).
n 5 162.
* p , 0.05 (two-tailed test).
tance as two dummy-coded variables in the equation. As sug- resource dependence interfunctional rivalry influences the re-
lational attitude (R2 5 0.31; F 5 4.34 [p , 0.01]). Further- gested by Cohen and Cohen (1983) we used an incremental
F-test to test whether the variance accounted for interfunc- more, we can observe that with a significance level of 5% the
magnitude of the effect is somewhat larger for interfunctional tional distance significantly contributes to the explained vari-
ance (i.e., the H0: DR2 5 0 is rejected). rivalry (standardized regression coefficient 52 0.29) than for
resource dependence (standardized regression coefficient 5 For the total sample we find that resource dependence,
procedural fairness, and interfunctional rivalry are the main 0.27). The incremental F-test indicates that spatial distance
does not have a statistically significant effect on the relational determinants of a relational attitude (R2 5 0.28; F 5 10.10
[p , 0.001]). Using a50.05 the magnitude of the effect is attitude (DR2 5 0.006; F 5 0.23 [p 5 0.79]).
somewhat larger for procedural fairness (standardized regres-
sion coefficient 5 0.37) than for resource dependence (stan- Discussion dardized regression coefficient 5 0.22). The negative effect of
interfunctional rivalry (standardized regression coefficient 5 Previous studies (Ruekert and Walker, 1987) have shown that
20.13) is also significant and in the hypothesized direction. resource dependence promotes the amount of interaction and
The incremental F-test indicates that interfunctional distance authority in decision making in the marketing–R&D interface.
does not have a statistically significant effect on a relational Our results show that the more marketing and finance depart-
attitude (DR2 5 0.002; F 5 0.23 [p 5 0.79]). From this we ments depend on each other’s resources, information or task-
conclude that H1, H3, and H5 are supported by our results specific competence the more likely it will be that they will
evidence. Details on the regression results can be found in develop a favorable attitude toward each other. From the
Table 1. Alternatively, no support was found for H2 and H4; interviews it appeared that resource dependence is generally
no negative relationships between communication difficulties not asymmetrical in relation to the allocation to critical finan-
and interfunctional distance were encountered. cial resources by finance as proposed by Ruekert and Walker
(1987). Instead resource dependence is viewed as mutual
Comparative Analysis by the interviewees. A relatively strong positive relationship
between procedural fairness and a relational attitude suggests After testing our hypotheses on the basis of the total sample,
we now examine the subgroups of marketing (96) and finance that the evaluation of other units within the firm is influenced
by norms of perceived justice in the process of social interac- managers (66). The regression results for the subsamples are
presented in Table 2. tion (Hutt, 1995). Norms may pertain to impartiality and
consistency. These norms may promote behavior aimed at For the marketing managers we can see that resource de-
pendence and procedural fairness have a considerable impact achieving relational goals instead of departmental goals. Dur-
ing the interviews, several respondents remarked that it is on a relational attitude (R2 5 0.32; F 5 7.04 [p , 0.001]).
Furthermore, we can observe that with a significance level of important not to discriminate between departments (“every
unit has the right to a fair deal”). Most procedures (e.g., the 5% the magnitude of the effect is somewhat larger for proce-
dural fairness (standardized regression coefficient 5 0.49) provision of budget information) are standardized and it is
viewed as important to apply them consistently. than for resource dependence (standardized regression coeffi-
cient 5 0.16). As was the case for the entire sample the Our results reveal that interfunctional rivalry exerts a nega-
tive influence on the relational attitude of marketing and fi- incremental F-test indicates that spatial distance does not have
a statistically significant effect on a relational attitude (DR2 5 nance managers. The qualitative data suggest that especially
in the case of budget discussion when norms (in terms of 0.002; F 5 0.11 [p 5 0.89]).
For the finance managers it appears that in addition to allocations or procedures) are under discussion, interfunc-214 J Busn Res K. de Ruyter and M. Wetzels
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Table 2. Results of Hierarchical Regression Analysis on Relational Attitude for Marketing and Finance Managers
Unstandardized Regression Standardized Regression
Constructs Coefficient Coefficient
Marketing managers (n 5 96)
Resource dependence 0.12 0.16*
Communication difficulties 0.03 0.05
Procedural fairness 0.32 0.49*
Interfunctional rivalry 20.04 20.05
Interfunctional distance Incremental F-Test 0.11 (p 5 0.89)
DR2 0.002
R2 5 0.32
F-Test 5 7.04 (p 5,0.001)
Finance managers (n 5 66)
Resource dependence 0.18 0.27*
Cummunication difficulties 0.11 0.20
Procedural fairness 0.04 0.07
Interfunctional rivalry 20.17 20.29*
Interfunctional distance Incremental F-Test 0.23 (p 5 0.79)
DR2 0.006
R2 5 0.31
Adj. R2 5 0.24
F-Test 5 4.34 (p , 0.01)
* p , 0.05 (two-tailed test).
tional rivalry may exert a negative influence on the relational This suggests that this group of respondents is more oriented
to interdepartmental or group norms in exchange relation- attitude. With regards to the influence of communication
difficulties, we found no support for a negative influence of ships within the organization.
this variable on the relational attitude. One potential explana-
tion might be that, contrary to the marketing–R&D interface, Limitations and Future Research marketing and finance managers frequently share a common
educational background in the disciplines of business admin- Our findings exclusively pertain to the marketing–finance in-
terface. Future research will have to reveal whether the results istration. Frequently, this is supplemented by cross-training
opportunities in each other’s fields, temporary job rotation are generalizable to other interfaces that marketing has within
the firm. Using the concepts of network analysis (Iacobucci, assignments, and an eagerness to learn about each other’s
domains, as our respondents indicated. Finally, with regards 1996), marketing interface with a variety of other functional
units could be examined simultaneously. Second, all concepts to interfunctional distance, no relationship with a relational
attitude was found. It can be argued that the participation were measured at one point in time, thus essentially from a
static perspective. It may be worthwhile to study marketing in a large number of multidisciplinary teams which meet
frequently as well as the presence of a modern communication interfaces over time in order to be able to take into account
thedynamics ofintraorganizational relationships.In alongitu- infrastructure ranging from electronic mail to video-confer-
encing is an important reason why physical proximity is con- dinal design, the effect contextual influences such as the intro-
duction of new coordinating structures, budget rounds com- sidered less important in the formation of the attitude toward
the other department. munication, and information technology can be taken into
account. Third, future research could explore additional inde- Wealso comparedthe resultsfor themarketingand finance
respondents. Interestingly, for both subsamples a significant pendent variables of relationship marketing orientation be-
tween departments. One aspect that deserves a more in-depth positive influence of resource dependence on relational atti-
tude was found. For marketing managers, procedural fairness study is the relation between a relational attitude and various
degrees of dependence asymmetry. is considered as another determinant of a relational attitude.
One explanation might be that marketing managers, whose Fourth, we have focused on attitude rather than on in-
tended or actual behavior. Marketing interfaces are likely to primaryresponsibilityistomanagerelationshipswithcustom-
ers, place more emphasis on interpersonal, socially oriented differ with the competitive strategies that are used by the firm
and the market circumstances that are faced by the organiza- norms and goals which areconducive to fair procedures rather
than maximization of outcome. For financial managers, on tion. For instance, the marketing–finance relationship within
businesses operating within rapidly developing markets or the other hand, a significant negative relationship between
interfunctionalrivalryandrelationalattitudewasencountered. pursuingaggressiveproductormarketdevelopmentwilldiffer215 Marketing–Finance Interface J Busn Res
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R&D/MarketingInterface inthe ProductInnovation Process.Jour- fromthoseorganizationsprimarilyconcernedwithconsolidat-
nal of Marketing 50 (1986): 7–17. ing product-market positions. Further research is needed to
Hunt, S. D., and Morgan, R. M.: Relationship Marketing in the Era investigate these different types of companies.
ofNetworkCompetition.MarketingManagement3(1994):19–28.
Hutt, M. D.: Cross-Functional Relationships in Marketing. Journal We thank Marjan Ham for her contribution to the data collection for this
of the Academy of Marketing Science 23 (1995): 351–357. study.
Iacobucci, D.: Networks in Marketing, Sage Publications, Thousand
Oaks, CA. 1986.
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